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It is very baffling being a…not quite sure what to call it, a rational greenie? I mean rational in the sense of having fairly middle-of-the-road values like we’re all supposed to have, trying to be consistent at least about important things, and basing opinions on the best evidence available. 
You might have thought there were quite a lot of such people, but if so we might have expected a much higher level of concern about climate change. In recent months I’ve come to feel that in fact there are hardly any. Or have we got it wrong? Wouldn’t it be nice to discover that we have indeed gone wrong somewhere, and we can now get on with more fun stuff?
My basic observation is that quite obviously the vast majority of my fellow citizens are entirely unconcerned about climate change, except in the vaguest possible way. Let’s put on one side the simple fact that in a large newsagent or bookshop, the space dedicated to anything remotely serious in the magazine rack is a few percent at most. Let’s home in on that few percent, the brain-fodder of the chattering classes. Let’s accept that modern life is very complicated and there’s a lot to talk about. So perhaps we would not expect ‘environmental matters’ to occupy more than, once again, a few percent of the space. And this is indeed what we find.
Should I be surprised? In the days when ‘environment’ meant acid rain, the state of the Thames, badgers, traffic congestion, noise and the view over the South Downs, then I would accept with fairly good grace that these are ‘quality of life’ issues that have to duke it out with 1001 other matters for resources and public attention.

But…climate change? Is this not a completely different kettle of fish?  Surely it does trump other things? Or at least, it might, so therefore it deserves much higher billing. Why isn’t it getting it? Have we nerdy climate-change neurotics got something wrong somewhere?  If so, please tell us, in suitable detail, with references. We are desperate to know.  Thanks.  

Pending this revelation, let me just rehearse what I would have thought everybody else would have thought too, because it seems utterly bloody obvious to me. Quite soon, apparently, we risk passing a ‘point of no return’ in the climate system in which warming will become self-sustaining, fed by positive-feedback effects. Although it will take a long time, perhaps many centuries, for the full effects to unfold, we will be committed to it. The ultimate effects will be by any standards very unpleasant indeed for humanity, not to mention a mass-extinction on a par with those that normally happen every 100 million years or so. Even within the lifetimes of those now living the initial effects could be quite severe by the prevailing moral norms. If you need reminding about this stuff, Mark Lynas’s book Six Degrees is an excellent one-stop shop. And it is not a mindless eco-rant: it is meticulously referenced, based on the latest science, and has been endorsed by the Royal Society, no less. 

If all this is correct, it is a matter of the highest gravity and urgency. Avoiding getting to that point is the most important matter on any policy agenda. So why isn’t anybody giving it more than token attention? We seem to be viewed like a dotty sect with a nutty obsession. But surely just normal logic, normal values about being nice to everybody, caring about nature, trying to leave the place in as good a condition as we found it: this is all it takes to be like us. Again I have to ask myself, why are there so few of us?  Again I ask, please tell us where we have gone wrong. Thanks again.
At the very least, you would have thought governments would be putting together ‘parallel plans’ just in case rapid transitions of various kinds turn out to be required. Even if in the end we do turn out to be mistaken, surely there is enough prima facie evidence that something very big is afoot. There should be a kind of ‘alternative narrative’ such as apparently existed before the second world war. People hoped there would not be a war, but ‘what it would be like’ and ‘what we would need to do’ were widely discussed. The transition, when it came, was less painful because it had in some sense been mentally, perhaps emotionally, and even practically, rehearsed. 
Such thoughts are underlined by George Monbiot’s recent interview with Fatih Birol, head of the International Energy Agency. Briefly, the IEA’s 2008 report, like the Tobacco Companies regarding smoking and cancer, or the oil companies recognising climate change, finally comes clean on Peak Oil. In the interview Mr Birol even gives a date: 2020.

What is strange is not that such a body has finally acknowledged the evidence, but that it pretends that nothing has changed. We in the movement know to the bottom of our boots that one of the biggest blocks to getting governments (or anybody) to pay attention to the need for a fundamental energy transformation is the enormous prestige of the IEA saying there is no problem and everything is under control.  In fact such has been its prestige that the UK government has not recognised the need to consider a contingency plan of its own for the possibility of an oil peak: it has simply left the matter to the IEA. The IEA has, broadly, given everybody to understand that it knows things others do not, with a clear implication that they should shut up and leave things to the experts.
The change, claims Mr Birol, is a result of a rather more careful than usual survey of the state of each individual oilfield. Previous years’ assessments apparently were based on ‘assumptions’ which, admits Mr Birol, have turned out to be misleading. In other words the world’s fossil fuel policies have up to now been based on false premises hidden under a cloud of bogus expertise. Asked by George Monbiot why the recent, more detailed quality of research, had not been carried out before, Mr Birol lamely said, well nobody else had done it either.
This is of course incompetence on a galactic scale, closely followed by that of the member governments who failed to ensure that the data were sound, and failed to undertake their own independent research.

But this brings me back to the beginning. Surely if all these people are like me, attentive to the evidence, concerned about the future, wanting to be responsible, getting things in priority order, having ordinary decent human values, we wouldn’t have got to this state.

My model of ‘how things work’ out there is obviously flawed. It seems that there is indeed just a tiny minority of real human beings acting out the official script. Everyone else is variously bought, blinded by personal interests, deliberately mendacious, compulsively struthionic, or thick as two short planks.   And we few—we miserable few—are supposed to try and save the planet in the teeth of all this.
It is not a cheerful prospect.

